In recent years a great many studies have focused on the relationship between the evoked response and such factors as light intensity (Kopell, Wittner, & Warrick, 1969) , age (Dustman & Beck, 1969) , level of awareness (Garcia-Austt, 1963) , and direction of attention (Garcia-Austt, Bogacz, Vanzulli, 1964) . Sutton, Braren, Zubin, and John (1965) postulated that the evoked potential wave form may reto the character of the stimulus, the other related to the attitude of the S toward the stimulus.
The present study is primarily concerned with the relation between the evoked response and the character of stimulus. Although considerable literature on this subject has appeared recently, little is known as to whether the stimulus size influences the visual evoked response. The present experiment was, therefore, designed to obtain the information concerning the effect of the stimulus size upon the amplitude and latency of the evoked response component. her helpful assistance in writing this manuscript.
set-up of this study is shown in Fig. 1 the data of the evoked response, four successive peak to peak amplitudes (A, B, C, and D) and five successive latencies (1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) were measured, which are shown in Fig. 2 .
Results
The results obtained here are described in the following two parts. He demonstrated that the evoked responses to diffuse light and patterned light were different, and the evoked response varied with the density of pattern.
His experiment, however, did not solve certain methodological problems.
First, the data of AER was not quantified in his experiment, rather it only presented typical patterns of a few Ss. Second, the amount of light of the controlled stimulus was not equal to that of the patterned stimulus. In Experiment 2, these problems were solved by using Control Stimulus C2 which has the same amount of light as that of the patterned stimulus, and by analyzing the data of the evoked response quantitatively.
This experiment was designed to provide some empirical evidence concerning the effect of patterned light on the evoked response.
This evidence answers three specific questions.
First, are there any differences between the evoked responses to patterned light and diffuse light? Second, does the evoked response vary with the density of the pattern?
Third, does rotating the position of the pattern produce different evoked responses?
Subjects. 12 college students served as Ss.
None of them had a history of neurological or visual defects. Procedure. The general procedure was the same as that of Experiment I except for the stimuli presented. The stimuli used in Experiment 2 were live patterned lights and two diffuse lights (Fig. 6) . To answer the first and second questions, the evoked responses to Stimulus 1-4 were compared with the control stimuli (Ct and C2). To vary the density of the pattern without varying the amount of light, a series of checkerboard patterns were used.
In each of these patterns, black and white squares were of equal size, each pattern containing 50% white squares and 50% black squares.
The variation of the density be- 
The results obtained here are described in the following three parts. 1. The difference between the evoked responses to the diffuse light and patterned light The mean values of the four amplitudes and five latencies of evoked response for the 6 different stimulus conditions (2 diffuse lights and 4 patterned lights) are presented in Figs. 7 and 8 . Each amplitude and latency of the evoked responses to the four different patterned lights (Stimulus 1-4) was compared with each amplitude and latency of the evoked responses to the two control stimuli. No statistically significant difference between the evoked responses to the diffuse light and patterned light was found in both amplitude and latency except for Latency 2. Latency 2 of the evoked response to Stimulus 4 was significantly longer than that of the evoked response to Control Stimulus C1, t(11)=2.42, p<0.05. 2. The effect of the density of pattern on each evoked response component The mean values of the four amplitudes and five latencies of evoked response for FIG. 7 . Mean amplitudes of the evoked response components to the diffuse lights (C, and CO and patterned lights (S1, S2, S3, and S4). the four different density of the pattern are presented in Figs. 7 and 8. Analysis of variance for each of the four amplitudes and five latencies of the evoked response obtained under the four stimulus conditions showed no effect of the pattern density on the evoked response. It is, however, worthwhile to note that the Amplitude D tended to increase as a function of the density of pattern, although the F value was of borderline significance, F(3, 33)= 2.69, 0.05<p <0.1. 3. The effect of rotation of the patterned stimulus on the evoked response The mean values of the four amplitudes and five latencies of evoked responses for the two different stimulus conditions are John, Herrington, and Sutton (1967) studied the effects of different size of photic stimulus upon the evoked response, and concluded that no effect of different size was observed.
Since their findings were mainly based upon a typical example of the evoked response, their data is suggestive rather than conclusive. The general observation regarding the relationship between the intensity or brightness of photic stimulus and the evoked response is that the response would increase as the intensity increased (Shipley, Jones,& Fry, 1966) . The fact that the latencies of the response components tended to decrease by strengthening stimulation was reported by Kitajima (1967) . The results obtained in Experiment 1 showed the same trend as that of his experiment, indicating that the latencies of the response components decreased with increasing magnitude of photic stimulus.
Regarding the density of the patterned stimulus, the present findings indicated that an increased function was observed in the component of Amplitude D (N2-P3), while the other components did not show any increased function. The latency of each component, however, showed no change with increasing the density of the stimulus.
Spehlmann (1965) reported that the evoked response increased markedly as a function of density of the stimulus. The results obtained in Experiment 2 differed considerably from those obtained in his experiment. No definitive alternative is possible for explaining the differences between them. Spelmann's analysis of data has been done in terms of showing the typical examples of evoked response pattern, while the present study provided for the analysis in terms of the averaged data across the Ss. The responses to the diffuse stimuli C1 and C2 and the patterned stimuli did not show so large a difference as that reported by Spehlmann, rather it indicated the opposite trend as of his experiment.
No effect of rotation of pattern upon the evoked response was found with the exception of Amplitude C and D, and Latency 1. John, Herrington, and Sutton (1967) studied the effect of shape of pattern, the rotation of square, and size of square upon the evoked response, and noted that the evoked response differences were related more to the shape and rotation of the stimulus than to its size. The present findings, therefore, are not in agreement with those of John et al.(1967) . A definitive conclusion, however, can not be drawn from the present findings, since the effect of rotation was observed in some components.
Some additional studies will he necessary to provide a final conclusion concerning this problem.
